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INTERIM ACTION RECORD OF DECISION

Part 1. Declaration

Site Name and L ocation

Tower Chemica Site, CERCLIS ID # FLD004065546
Town of Clermont, Lake County, Florida

Statement of Basis and Pur pose

This decison document presents the selected interim remedid action for the offSte groundwater
contamination at the Tower Chemical Site, located east of the Town of Clermont, Lake County,
Florida, which was chosen in accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), and to the extent practicable, the Nationa Oil and Hazardous
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP).

This decison is based on the Adminigtrative Record for the Tower Chemical Site. The State of
Florida, as represented by the Florida Department of Environmenta Protection (FDEP), has reviewed
the documents which are included in the Administrative Record for the Site. In accordance with 40
CFR 300.430, as the support agency, FDEP has provided EPA with input on those reports. The State
of Horida concurs with the selected remedy.

Assessment of the Site

The response action sdected in this Interim Action Record of Decison (IAROD) is necessary
to protect the public hedlth or welfare from actua or threastened releases of hazardous substances into
the environment. Thisiis the second operable unit for the Tower Chemicad Site.

Description of the Selected Remedy

This remedy addresses the threst to the potable water surrounding the site posed by the
environmentd conditions a this site.

The mgor components of the interim action remedy include:

. ingallation of carbon adsorption units at the estimated seven potable water wells
located in the immediate vicinity around the Ste; and

. sampling and analyds of the offsite potable and monitoring wells for Ste-related
contaminants.
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Statutory Deter mination

Thisinterim action is protective of human hedth and the environment in the short teem and is
intended to provide adequate protection until afina Record of Decison (ROD) is signed; it complies
with these federd and state requirements that are applicable or relevant and gppropriate for this
limited-scope action; and it is cogt-effective. This action is an interim solution only, and is not intended
to utilize permanent solutions and dternative treatment technologies to the maximum extent practicable
for this operable unit. Because this action does not congtitute the find remedy for the Tower Chemica
Site, the satutory preference for remedies that employ trestment that reduces toxicity, mobility, or
volume as a principa dement will be addressed by the final response action. Subsequent actions are
planned to address fully the threats posed by conditions at this Site. Because this remedy will result in
hazardous substances remaining on-site above health-based levels, areview will be conducted to
ensure that the remedy continues to provide adequate protection of human health and the environment
within five years after commencement of the remedia action. Because thisis an IAROD, review of this
gte remedy will be ongoing as EPA continues to develop remedid dternatives for the Tower Chemica
Site.

ROD Data Certification Checklist

The following information isincluded in the Decison Summary section of thisIAROD.
Additiond information can be found in the Adminigtrative Record for this Ste.

. The primary concern a the site is the presence of Ste-rdated contaminantsin the offsite
Floridan potable and monitoring wells. Xylene, a Ste-related contaminant, has recently been
detected at 720 parts per billion (ppb) in an onsite well and has been found at 9 ppbin an
offsite Floridan monitoring well. Dichlorobenzophenone (DCBP), a breakdown product of
chlorobenzilate and a pesticide formulated at the Tower Chemica Company, has recently been
detected at a concentration of 2,000 ppb in ongite wells and has been detected in the recent
past a 0.87 ppb in an offste Floridan monitoring well.

. Although the detected offsite concentrations, of xylene have been well below the State of
Florida and federd drinking water standards, a standard for DCBP does not currently exist.
Thisis due to the paucity of toxicologica datafor this compound. A provisiona reference dose
for DCBP would result in aremediation goa of 1,100 ppb if the compound is not a carcinogen
and 0.25 ppb if DCBP is a carcinogen.

. The sdlected interim remedy will remain in effect until afina remedy for the St€'s
contaminated soil and groundwater has been successfully implemented.

. The cost of remedy was estimated over a 10 year period. The tota estimated capita cost for
the interim remedy is $ 40,400 and the total ten year monitoring and operation



and maintenance cost is $179,000. This results in a present worth cost of $ 169,000.

The selected interim remedy was chosen because it represents the most effective remedia
drategy, taking into consideration effectiveness versus cos.

\N\\M A Ae-'vg

Richard D. Green, Director Date
Waste Management Division




Part 2. Decison Summary
1.0SITELOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The Tower Chemicad Siteislocated off of County Road 455 aong the eastern boundary of
Lake County, Florida. The 14 acre steislocated 3.8 miles east of Clermont, Floridaand 15 miles west
of Orlando, Horida (Figure 1). The main facility (Figure 2) condgsts of a production building, asmal
utility building, an office building and two former disposal areas. a burn/burid areafor solid wastes and
a percolation/evaporation pond for acidic waste waters.

The gteisrdatively fla across the main facility with only about five feet of rdief. Runoff from

the Ste drainsinto swampy areas which eventudly drain into an unnamed stream, located north of the
ste. Thisstream, in turn, drainsinto the Gourd Neck area of Lake Apopka.

The siteis bordered to the east by residences, on the south by aformer railroad right-of-way
and aresidence, and on the west and northwest by alarge swamp. The distance to the nearest
residenceis 200 feet.

Locdly thereisno municipa water supply. The nearby resdents rely solely on private wells
which withdraw water from the Floridan aquifer for domestic use.
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2.0 SSTE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

Site Higtory

From 1957 to 1981, the Tower Chemica Company manufactured, formulated and stored
various pesticides. The two main products produced by the Tower Chemical Company were
chlorobenzilate (a miticide) and a copper-based agricultura fungicide. In order to produce
chlorobenzilate it was necessary to either buy or manufacture the compound dichlorobenzil. During
periods in which dichlorobenzil was difficult to obtain, the Tower Chemica Company manufactured it
in-house from dichloro-diphenyl-trichloroethane, (DDT). This method was used during the last few
months of the Company’ s operation.

Acidic waste waters were produced during the manufacturing process. These waste waters
were discharged into the unlined wastewater pond located at the main facility. The burn/burid area had
higtoricaly been used as aburning area for disposa of the company’ s solid chemica wastes and for
buria of solid wastes. The buried wastes included both drummed and un-drummed wastes.

Asaresault of the wastewater pond overflow, the Florida Department of Environmental
Regulation and the EPA initiated investigations in early 1981. In December 1980, dl production
operations were stopped at the Tower Chemica Company and the facility was decommissioned in
1981.

In August 1980, EPA conducted a preliminary hazardous waste Site investigation of the
Tower Chemica Site. The Site received a Hazardous Ranking System (HRS) score of 44.03. Asa
result of the HRS score, the Tower Chemicd Company Site was proposed for inclusion on the
Nationd Priorities List (NPL) in October 1981. The site was finalized on the NPL in December 1992.

After closure of the Tower Chemica Company, two new businesses were opened on the main
facility. Classc Manufacturing Company and Vita-Green, Inc. From 1981 to 1986, Classic
Manufacturing used about one acre of the main facility for the manufacture of plastic worm fishing lures.
After leasing another portion of the site, Vita-Green, Inc. moved onto the Site in September 1981. This
company blended and packaged potting soils for home garden use. Vita-Green, Inc. ceased operating
a the 9te sometime in 1998.

Following a recommendation from the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Regidtry in
1983, the former burn/burid area and wastewater pond were excavated to an average depth of eight
feet. Two thousand five hundred cubic yards of contaminated soil and sediment, aswell as 72 buried
drums were removed from the site by EPA. In the process, one million gdlons of pond water and
groundwater were treated. In 1986, EPA concluded aremedia investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS),
which led to the sgning of aROD in July 1987. The ROD sdlected as remedies for the Ste ongte
incineration of the St€'s contaminated soil and treatment of the surficid aquifer
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groundwater While the design of the sdlected remedy was proceeding, two additiond remova actions
took place. Thefirst one took placein 1988 and involved the demalition of two storage tanks
containing hazardous wastes. At that time, EPA had about 500 cubic yards of soil excavated from
beneath these tanks and moved to a fenced-off area on the site. The third and final removal action took
place between September 1989 and July 1990. During that removal, 12,000 gallons of
pesticide-contaminated water was disposed of offgte. In addition, the nearest resdentia potable water
well was abandoned and a deeper well was ingdled. This was done because the miticide, dicofol, was
found in a potable water sample.

The design of the ROD’ s selected remedy was concluded in August 1990. In August 1991,
before the remedy was to be implemented, additiond soil sampling occurred, with the god of refining
exactly where soil excavation wasto take place. The results were unexpected, since the Sit€'s most
hazardous contaminant, dicofol, was no longer found at the concentrations detected previoudy. At this
point, EPA and FDEP reconsidered implementing what was to be an gpproximately $15 million

remedy.

A saries of investigations followed, culminating in the 1999 Tower Chemical Reassessment
Report. This report documented the near absence of dicofal at the Site, relatively modest levels of
pesticidesin the Ste' s surface soil and persstent groundwater contamination in both the ongte surficid
aquifer and the deeper FHoridan aquifer.

Enforcement Activities

Asaresult of the damages caused by the wastewater pond overflow in June 1980, FDER.
ordered the Tower Chemica Company to cease dl discharges from the site. The Tower Chemica
Company responded to the Order and assured FDER of compliance. In July 1980, the State Circuit
Court ruled that the Tower Chemica Company could continue to operate only if the company met the
FDER requirements. Theresfter followed a period of fruitless negotiations between the Tower Chemica
Company and FDER. This occurred while FDER pursued legd action againgt the owner of the Tower
Chemica Company, Mr Raph Roane.

In June 1982, FDER, Tower Chemica, Mr. Ralph Roane agreed to the entry of a Consent
Find Judgement in which the Tower Chemica agreed to pay compensatory damages of $10 million and
Mr. Roane was to pay $40,000.

After initidly agreeing to develop afeasbility sudy for the Site remediation, the Tower
Chemicd Company failed to do so. In addition, neither Mr. Roane nor the company paid the
court-ordered judgement. At the request of FDER, management of the site was transferred from FDER
to EPA in 1983.

In June 1983, EPA issued a CERCLA Section 106 Adminigtrative Order to the potentialy

responsible parties (PRPs), requiring a surface clean-up of the site. The PRPs failed to comply with the
Order. As aconsequence, EPA conducted a fund-financed removal action in 1983.
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3.0 COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

Community relations efforts for the Tower Chemicad Company Site began in September 1984
when EPA findized the site's Community Relations Plan. Area residents were contacted as part of the
community relations work. At the time, residents expressed concern for both health and non-hedth
issues. Community interest in the Site was described as limited.

An information repository was established at the Cooper Memorid Library, located in the
Town of Clermont. Documents supporting both the 1987 ROD and this IAROD were made available
to the public at the site' sinformation repository, prior to the issuance of both RODs.

In preparation for both the 1987 and the May 2000 public meetings, fact sheets were sent to
resdents living in the vicinity of the Ste and interested parties. The fact sheets provided a summary of
the remedid dternatives evauated by EPA and FDEP for remediating soil and groundwater
contamination present at the ste. In the case of thisIAROD, the fact sheet evaluated the interim
measures, designed to minimize exposure to the Ste while the necessary datais being updated and
interpreted, in order to arrive a afina solution of the Ste's soil and groundwater contamination.

In September 1986, a public meeting was held, in order to discuss the findings of the RI/FS.
The public meeting initiated a three week public comment period, which closed on October 7, 1986.
Attendance at the meeting was described as moderate. Severa written comments were received.

In May 2000, the Proposed Plan public meeting was held in order to present the two
dternatives consdered for the interim action. Approximately 35 residents attended the meeting. Only
four written comments were received. These comments are addressed in the Responsiveness Summary
section of thisIAROD.

Between the issuance of the of the 1987 ROD and the May 2000 proposed Plan Fact Shest,
SX update Fact Sheets were mailed by EPA to the community and interested parties, in order to keep
them informed.



4.0 SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT
Past Response Actions

Asdiscussed in Section 2, from 1983 through 1990 three removal actions took place at the
Tower Chemica Site. The 1983 remova action mitigated the mogt highly contaminated portions of the
gte, the former wastewater pond and the burn/buria area. Excavation of the contaminated soil at the
burn/buria area extended to gpproximatey eight feet below ground surface. A totd of 2,220 cubic
yards of contaminated soil and pond sediment were removed and shipped offsite to a hazardous waste
landfill.

The 1987 ROD sdlected as aremedy ondite incineration of an estimate 4,000 cubic yards of
contaminated soil and trestment of the surficid groundwater. Treatment of groundwater was to be
limited to the surficid aquifer because, at the time, it was believed that the water qudity of the Horidan
aquifer had not been impacted by the activities of the Tower Chemica Company.

In August 1991, as aresult of post-remedia design sampling of the Sit€' s soil for better
definition of the volume of soil destined for incineration, andytica results showed consderably lower
concentrations of dicofol, the most toxic soil destined for remediation. Rather, the degradation product
4,4'-dichlorobenzophenone was found to have replaced dicofol soil asthe most highly concentrated soil
contaminant, At this point, al plans to remediate the Ste were hated pending further evaluation of the
data.

Dicofol continued to be reported in the Site's groundwater until 1998, when no dicofol was
reported in any of the surficid or Floridan aquifer monitoring wells. The most recent round of
groundwater sampling which resulted in dicofol being reported took place in 1995. It is currently
believed that changesin andytical techniques between the mid-to-late 1980s and/or a sengitivity to the
possible misdentification of DCBP as dicofol, has resulted in the predominant groundwater contaminant
being identified as DCBP.

Interim Proposed Activities

ThisIAROD isfor the second operable unit at the Ste, Since the first operable unit was never
implemented for the reasons described above. Through this IAROD for the Tower Chemica Superfund
Site, EPA and FDEP will address offsite groundwater contamination present at the site. The planned
action is believed to be necessary to protect resdents living in the immediate vicinity of the Ste who
consume the local groundwater, until afina groundwater remedy is selected. Thisinterim action will
neither be incongstent with, nor preclude, implementation of the fina remedy.

Future Response Action Plans

It is anticipated that the remaining soil and groundwater contamination on and in the
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immediate vicinity of the Ste will be the subject of another operable unit(s) a alater date. At thistime,
the 1987 ROD, which was never implemented, will be amended.



5.0 S TE CHARACTERISTICS

51 Site Area

The abandoned Tower Chemica Site property is nearly 15 acresin size. On the property, part
of which isfenced off, there exits the remnants of the production building, asmal utility building, an
office and the two former disposa areas. the burn/burid area and the acidic wastewater pond. Asa
result of the early 1980s removad action, both the former burn/buria and wastewater pond were further
fenced off.

The overgrown sSteisrdaively flat, with only about five feet of relief, descending from south to
north. Drainage flows into a swampy area which eventualy drainsinto an unnamed stream north of the
gtewhich, in turn, drains into the Gourd Neck area of Lake Apopka

At the time of the writing of this IAROD, approximately eight resdences are located within
1,200 feet of the Ste. The closest resdence is located two hundred feet from the burn/burid area

5.2  Geology and Hydr ogeology
Surficid Aquifer

The uppermost water bearing formation is the surficid aquifer (Figure 3). Throughout most of
the gte, the surficid aguifer generdly congsts of fine-to-medium quartz sand, with varying amounts of
dlt and clay. Water in the surficid aquifer is present under unconfined conditions. In swampy, lowlands,
such asthe gte, the water tableis generaly at or near land surface throughout most of the year.
Between forty and seventy feet below land surface, the sands of the surficid aguifer grade into the dark
and dense clays of the Hawthorn Formation, which acts as the overlying confining unit for the
limestones that condtitute the Horidan aquifer system

The surficid aguifer is recharged by locdl rainfdl, irrigation, some lakes, ditches and streams,
septic tank effluent and sewage or storm water holding pond effluent. When the potentiometric surface
of the Upper Foridan aquifer is above the water table, upwards leakage from the Upper Floridan can
take place. At times, a number of the Upper Floridan monitoring wells have been observed to be under
flowing artesan conditions. Water can leave the surficid aquifer by (1) seepage to some lakes, ditches
and streams, (2) by evapotranspiration where the water tableis near land surface; (3) by pumpage; and
(4) where the potentiometric surface of the Upper Floridaiis below the water table, by downward
leskage to the Horidan. In the vicinity of the Tower Chemicd Site, the surficid aguifer islittle used
because rdative to the Foridan aquifer system, its permeshiility islow, resulting islow well yidds. In
addition, the water qudlity of the surficid aquifer is of inferior qudity dueto its high iron content and
dark color.



GENERALIZED STRATIGRAPHIC COLUMN
TOWER CHEMICAL SITE
FLORIDA
(MODIFIED AFTER NUS FINAL RVFS REPORT 1963)

UNDIFFERENTIATED SURFICIAL 7480 FT SAND AND CLAYEY SAND WITH
CLASTICS DISCONTINOUS LENSES OF CLAY.

LATRAND POST MIOCENR

UPPER: CLAY WITH SANDY CLAY,
LOCALLY PHOSFHATIC.

LOWER: INTERBEDDED CLAY
DOLOMITIC LIMESTONE, GRAY
PHOSPHATIC,

HAWTHORNE FORMATION &160 FT,

T
é

RELATIVELY PURE,
§ OCALALIMESTONE sou0pr. | MEIETOUGHTEROWN.

§
i
? ADAPTED FROM EBASCO, 1989 Iﬁwe —~

Generalized Stratigraphic Column 3

CDM Federal Programs Corporation
A sbsiliay of Oavp brewer & e,

-10-



Horidan Aquifer

In the vicinity of the Site, the Horida aguifer system is composed of a sequence of limestone
and dolomitic limestone that is gpproximately 2,100 feet thick. The top of the Horidan aguifer system is
defined asthe first occurrence of verticaly persistent, permeable, consolidated, carbonate rocks. The
top of the Floridan aguifer system is found at between 55 and 190 feet below ground surface.

Although afew low-relief faults have been mapped regiondly on the top of the Horidan aquifer
system, none have been recognized in the vicinity of the Ste. Rather, consderable relief is caused by
subsurface subsidence. Subsurface subsidence is caused by the gradua dissolution of limestone and
collapse of the overlying sediments into the volume previoudy occupied by the limestone. A relic
snkhole is believed to exist beneeth the former wastewater pond. Here, the clay of the Hawthorn
Formation is absent and the sands of the surficid aquifer are in direct contact with the limestones of the
Upper Floridan.

Regiona potentiometric surface maps of the Upper Floridan show a strong northeasterly flow,
athough water levd measurements have indicated westerly flow in the northwestern portion of the Ste.

5.3  Sampling Strategy

The Tower Chemicd Site has been sampled on many occasions since the mid-1980s. All
possible media have been sampled, including air, surface and subsurface soil, surface water, sediment
and groundwater. With the exception of air, al the other media have been impacted by the Company’s
activities. During the remova actions, sampling focused on the disposal aress, the wastewater pond and
the burn/burid area. The following discussion will focus on the more recent data for the sampled media.

54 Surface and Subsurface Soil Contamination

The more recent data show contaminant concentrations have declined in the Sit€' s surface soil
to near State of Floridaresdentid standards. As compared to the surface soil, recent (1997 through
2000) subsurface soil dataindicate that it is consderably more contaminated with volatile and
semivolatile organic compounds, as well as pesticides and their degradation products. Site-related
contaminants were found at the degpest soil interval sampled. Thisinterva wasimmediately above the
clay of the Hawthorn Formation, or gpproximately 30 feet below ground surface.

55 Surface Water and Sediment Contamination

Surface water andytica data exhibits contamination levels that are below detection limits for
ste-rdaed contaminants. The mid-1990s sediment sampling of the unnamed tributary that
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traverses the site and eventudly discharges to the Gourd Neck area of Lake Apopkaindicates low
levels of Ste-rdated contaminants, with the exception of the portion of the stream located in the
immediate vicinity of the Ste. Subsequent sampling of sediment in the immediate vicinity of the Ste
showed that Site-related contaminants had declined by orders of magnitude to less than one hundredth
of apart million.

5.6 Groundwater Contamination

5.6.1 Onste Groundwater Quality: 1998

During 1998 groundwater sampling, volatile organic compounds were detected almost
exclusvey in the surficia aguifer monitoring wells. The principa volatile organic contaminant detected
was xylene. It accounted for up to 73 % of the target VOC load in the surficid aquifer groundwater
samples. The highest concentration of VVOCs were found in monitoring wells located in the vicinity of
the former wastewater pond. Miscellaneous volatile organic compounds, principally sulfur compounds,
were found in some of the surficid aguifer monitoring wells.

Only one of the 15 Horidan aquifer groundwater monitoring wells sampled contained
detectable concentrations of VOC's. Thiswell islocated near the northwest part of the former
wadtewater pond. Xylene comprised approximately 26% of the total target VOC load in thiswell.

Modest concentrations of target semivolatile organic compounds were detected in both the
aurficid and Horidan aquifer monitoring wells. Three out of the five target semivolatile compounds were
phenolic compounds. In contrast to the target compounds, the miscelaneous semivolatile organic
compounds were present at subgtantialy higher concentrations. The mgority of these contaminants
were found in surficid aguifer monitoring wells. The highest concentration of these miscellaneous
semivolatile organic compounds were found in surficid aguifer monitoring wellsin the vicinity of the
former wasteweter lagoon.

No target pesticide contaminants were found in ether the surficid or Floridan aquifer. DCBP,
however, was detected in al the surficid aguifer monitoring wells sampled. DCBP concentrations were
remarkably smilar across the site, ranging from 230 to 240 parts per billion (ppb). In the Horidan
aquifer, DCBP was found &t low concentrations or below detection limitsin all except two of the onsite
monitoring wells, which contained 560 ppb of DCBP. These wells are located in the vicinity of the
former wasteweter lagoon.

Metals concentrations in groundwater were not found to be of concern.
5.6.2 Offdgte Groundwater Quality: 1993 through 1999

On six occasions between October 1993 and July 1999, EPA sampled both potable and
groundwater monitoring wells a the Tower Chemica Site. The following discussion focuses on
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the organic contaminants detected in the offgte monitoring wells, which entall both the surficid and
Floridan aguifer wells, as wedll as the offste potable water wells.

October 1993 Data

In October 1993, 16 offste wells were sampled and analyzed. Of these, nine were monitoring
wells and seven were potable water wells. Table 1 of Appendix A shows that low concentrations of
purgesble organic compounds were found in monitoring well MWS-11. Xylene and chlorobenzene
were found well below the State of Forida maximum contaminant levels (MCLs), which are 10,000
and 100 ppb, respectively. In addition, monitoring web MWS-10 and MWS-11 contained detectable
concentrations of tentatively identified extractable compounds. Generdly, MCLs do not exist for these
tentatively identified compounds. One offsite potable water well, the Vetters#l surficid aquifer well
contained detectable concentrations of 1,1-dichloroethane and 1,1-dichloroethene. Both of these
compounds were detected below the State of Florida MCL s for these compounds, which are 70 and 7
ppb, respectively.

October 1994 Data

In October 1994, seven offsite monitoring wells were sampled and anayzed. Four were
aurficid aguifer monitoring wells and three were FHoridan aquifer monitoring wells. Table 2 of
Appendix A shows that monitoring wells DS-07 and F-03 were found to have low concentrations
of ethylbenzene and xylene, these concentrations were consderably below the State of Florida
MCLs for these compounds, which are 700 and 10,000 ppb, respectively. Surficia aquifer
monitoring well MWS-11 was found to contain four tentatively identified compounds. Dicofol, a
miticide, was reported in two monitoring wells, one deep surficid aquifer well and one Horidan
aquifer monitoring well. The current State of Florida groundweter criterion for dicofol is 0.4 ppb.
There is some question as to whether dicofol was correctly identified. More recent sampling of
both onsite and offsite groundwater wells shows the repested tota absence of dicofol and instead
the presence of its degradation product DCBP. Limited review of historical chromatograms
indicate that the EPA contract laboratories had identified a compound as dicofol when it should
have been identified as DCBP.

March 1995 Data

In March 1995, four offdte surficid aguifer monitoring wells, three offsite Floridan aquifer
monitoring wells and one potable water well were sampled. Table 3 of Appendix A shows that xylene
was detected a low concentrations in three of the surficid aguifer wells and one of the three Horidan
aquifer wells. Tentatively identified compounds were reported in two surficid aquifer monitoring wells,
one Horidan aguifer well and the potable water well. One of the surficid aquifer monitoring wells was
reported to contain dicofol. As stated immediately above, this may have been reported in error as
dicofol.
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March 1997 Data

In March 1997, the only wells sampled were potable water wells. These samples were
analyzed for purgeable and extractable organic compounds, as well as pesticides and DCBP. No
contaminants were detected in any of the four wells sampled.

March 1998 Data

In March 1998, five offste monitoring wells were sampled (Table 5, Appendix A). Three of
these wells were Floridan aguifer monitoring wells. In addition, five potable water wells were sampled.
All the groundwater wells were analyzed for purgeable and extractable organic compounds, pesticides,
aswdll asdicofol and DCBP. Two potable water wells were found to contain bis(2-ethylhexyl)
phthaate. This extractable compound is a common field contaminant introduced into a sample through
the use of latex gloves while sampling. As such, it is not believed to be a groundwater contaminant
present in these wells. The only other organic contaminant found during the March 1998 sampling was
DCBP which was detected at concentrations of less than one ppb in four out of the five monitoring
wells and one of the five potable water wells sampled. Currently, a drinking water sandard does not
exist for DCBP, however, as discussed below, a provisional reference dose has been developed for
DCBP.

July 1999 Data

In July 1999, six potable water wells were sampled (Table 6, Appendix A). All groundwater
samples were andyzed for purgeable and extractable organic compounds, as well as pesticides,
dicofol, DCBP and chlorobenzilate. Only one well had a detectable concentration (0.01J ppb) of the
pesticide lindane. The State of FloridaMCL for lindane is 0.2 ppb.
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6.0 CURRENT AND POTENTIAL FUTURE SS'TE AND RESOURCE USES
Land Uses

Currently the Ste is abandoned. The main building in extreme disrepair. The Sdes of the
building amissing and most of the meta roof isin the process of being blown off. Over the past four
years there have been periodic inquiries by prospective buyers into the future plansfor the land. Both
Mr. Ralph Roane and his successor are deceased. Taxes have not been paid to the County for a
number of years. EPA has alien on the property for the funds spent on the remova actions. The Steis
surrounded on al directions, except the west, by residences. Distances from the Site to these residences
range from 200-to-1500 feet.

Groundwater Uses

At thistime, the homes surrounding the site are not serviced by municipal water, rather, each
resdence in services by a Horidan aguifer well, dthough at least one surficid aquifer wel is know to
exist near the ste. In the early 1990s, the closest of these well was deepened by EPA when trace
concentrations of a miticide were detected in that groundwater well. There exists ample space for
additional resdencesto be built in the vicinity of the Site and across State Route 455.

Under an agreement between the Town of Clermont and the developer of the resdentia

community, located about one quarter of a mile north of the Ste, there is a plan to extend the nearest
water line in asoutherly direction, once a certain number of homes are built.
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7.0 SUMMARY OF STE RISKS

An Exposure and Risk Assessment of the Site, findized in 1985, focused on soil and
groundwater ingestion. This assessment used quick-turn-around data from two ongte surficia
monitoring wells and one offsite Horidan aguifer groundwater monitoring well to estimate the risk posed
by the site. Of the 16 groundwater contaminants evaluated, 12 were volatile compounds, three are
undetermined and one is not a volatile organic compound. It is not clear from the report why DCBP or
dicofol, aswedll as the other groundwater contaminants known to have been present & that time were
not evaluated.

The 1985 Exposure and Risk Assessment concluded that the excess cancer risk resulting from
consumption of the site’s groundwater was 3.1 X 10°, as aresult of ingestion of chloroform and
benzene. The Assessment went on to note that no fate and transport models were used to compute
offgte levels and recommend that groundwater monitoring be continued.

7.1 Human Health Risk

A supplementd risk assessment will be concluded in the near future to evaluate the potentid
current and future risks associated with exposure to the Ste contaminants. This risk assessment will use
the recent (post-1997) soil and groundwater data.

Therationde for EPA and FDEP proposing and sdlecting an interim remedy isfound in the
more recent anaytica data generated from sampling the offsite monitoring and potable wells. The offgte
groundwater data presented in Appendix A shows that Site-related contaminants have been detected in
offste monitoring and potable water wells. Of the contaminants shown on Tables 1 through 5 of
Appendix A, xylene and DCBP are the two contaminants that have been found with the greatest
frequency in offgite surficid, and Floridan aquifer monitoring wells. Xylene has been detected seven
timesin offste wells and DCBP has been detected on eight occasions. As shown on Tables 1 through 5
of Appendix A, xylene concentrations have been modest relative to the 10,000 ug/L State of Forida
maximum contaminant leve.

The groundwater standard for DCBP is not as straightforward since not much toxicologica
information is currently avallable for this compound. At the request of EPA Region 4, aprovisiond
reference dose has been developed for DCBP by the EPA Superfund Hedlth Risk Technical Support
Center, Snceit isthe principa degradation product of chlorobenzilate, one of Tower Chemicd’stwo
principa products. DCBP is currently the principa soil and groundwater contaminant at the Ste. EPA’s
request resulted in the development of a Risk Assessment |ssue Peper for Derivation of RfD
Derivation, and Evauation of RfC and Cancer for 4,4™-Dichlorobenzophenone. This Issue Paper has
been placed in the Adminigtrative Record. In the absence of adequate toxicity or carcinogenicity data
for DCBP, a surrogate approach was investigated through the I ssue Paper. This gpproach attempted to
identify a structurdly and functionaly smilar chemical with adeguate toxicity information to beused asa
surrogate for DCBP. Chlorobenzilate was sl ected as the surrogate. The Issue Paper concluded that
the non-
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cancer toxicity of DCBP was not severe and suggested that a provisional RfD might gpproximate 3E-2
mg/kg-day, which issmilar to that of chlorobenzilate. Although the Issue Paper acknowledged that
there is a paucity of cancer-related data with regard to DCBP, it noted that DCBP is not believed to
inhibit intracellular communication, a mechanism for tumor promotion. Because the available data are
inconclusive to assess human carcinogenicity, DCBP was classified as a Group D carcinogen, in the
weight-of-evidence category.

Considering the uncertainty of the carcinogenic properties of DCBP, the FDEP recommended
that the residents near the Site should be protected from exposure through their drinking water.

-17-



8.0 REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVE

The remedid action objective for the potable water available in the immediate vicinity of the Ste
isto minimize the risk posed by offste migration of ste-rdated groundwater contaminants. Thiswill be
accomplished through either extension of awater line to provide an dternate water supply to loca
residents or by implementing well-head treatment of the potable water wdls, located in the immediate
vicinity of the Ste and drawing water from the Horidan aquifer. Thisinterim messure will remain in place
while afind response action for the Site is developed.
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9.0 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

Among the dternatives considered in the 1987 FS Report, the following have been reevduated

and updated for thisinterim action:

Alternative 1: No Action

Alternative 2. Groundwater Monitoring and Well-Head Protection

Alternative 3: Groundwater Monitoring and Municipa Water Line Extenson

9.1  Description of Remedy Components

Alternative 1: No Action

(Estimated present worth total cost: $0)

The No Action dternative was required to be evauated as a basdline for comparison with the
other dternatives. Under these dternatives, no activities would occur at the ste. This remedia
dternative would not include any measure to remove, treat or contain soil contamination or
redtrict further migration of groundwater contamination offste or to the Horidan aquifer. If
implemented, this aternative would be consdered the find remedy and would not involve any
periodic reviewsto verify its protectiveness.

Alternative 2: Groundwater Monitoring and Well-Head Protection

(Estimated present worth total cost: $169,000)

Alterndtive 2 includes annua monitoring of Sx surficid and six FHoridan aguifer monitoring wells
surrounding the Ste. The wdls sampled will be andyzed for volatile organic compounds,
pesticides and contaminants previoudy associated with the Site, including dicofol, DCBP, and
related contaminants. Groundwater monitoring will be performed in order to make sure that
EPA, FDEP and the nearby residents are aware of any contamination migration in both the
aurficiad and Horidan aguifers.

In addition to groundwater monitoring, Alternative 2 will provide for well-head protection a
goproximately seven of the nearest resdences that contain wells which have shown
contamination in the past or might become contaminated in the short-term. Groundwater
contaminants migrating in the Horidan aguifer beyond the area immediately surrounding the site
will likely dilute to non-detectable concentrations, given the recently observed low
concentrations of site-rdated contaminantsin offste, monitoring and potable water wells and
the location of the groundwater contaminant plume relative to the next likely receptors. Carbon
filterswill be ingdled at the private wells on these gpproximately seven off-dte properties. Use
of carbon adsorption involves contacting the well water with granular activated carbon, which
selectively adsorbs organic materia by physica and/or chemica forces. When the carbon
reaches its ultimate cagpacity for adsorption, it is

-19-



removed from its container for digposal or regeneration. Periodic replacement or regeneration
will be required to maintain the effectiveness of the carbon filters. Since the contaminant
concentrations found in the offgte wellsislow, it is expected that filter maintenance will be
infrequent.

Alternative 3: Groundwater monitoring and municipal water line extension

(Estimated present worth total cost: $329,000)

Under this dternative, groundwater monitoring will occur as described above for Alternative 2.

Rather than ingtaling seven carbon filter units for well-head protection, under this dterndtive,
the Town of Clermont’ s closest water line, located on State Route 50, will be extended in a
northerly direction, to provide a safe water supply for nearby residents. Alternative 3 requires
the ingadlation of 2,350 feet of 16-inch ductile iron water line dong State Route 455. Service
lines to the seven nearby residences will then be ingtalled. Once constructed and hook-up is
completed, maintenance costs and user feeswill become the respongbility of the municipdity
and the residents.

9.2  Common Elements and Distinguishing Features of Each Alternative

Alternative 1- No Action: Under the No Action dternative, no further action would be taken

a the gte. Therefore, it has no common dements and will not be discussed further in this section.

ARARs Associated With Alternatives2 and 3:

Thefollowing ARARSs are ether chemical or location-specific and would be associated with all

the dternatives evaluated.
1 Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) Maximum Concentration Limits (MCLs) (40CFR 141);
2. Occupational Safety and Hedlth Standards (29CFR Parts 1910.120 and 1926); and
3. Horida Drinking Water Quality Standards Title 62 Chapter 550.

At mog, Alternatives 2 and 3 would trigger the preceding ARARS since thisinterim action is
limited in scope.
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10.0 COMPARATIVE ANALYSISOF ALTERNATIVES

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Overdl protection of human health and the environment addresses whether each dternative
provides adequate protection of human health and the environment and describes how risks posed
through each exposure pathway are diminated, reduced or controlled, though trestment, engineering
controls, and/or ingtitutional controls.

With the exception of the No Action dterndtive (Alterndtive 1), dternatives 2 and 3 will
provide protection for human hedth. Alternative 2 will treat the groundwater at the well-head, thus
preventing possible human exposure to Ste-rdated groundwater contaminants. Alternative 3 will
achieve the same result by discontinuing use of well water by the residents located near the Site. Since
Alternative 1 did not passthis threshold criteriafor providing protection of human heath and the
environment, it will be diminated from further consderation.

Compliance with ARARs

Section 121 (D) of CERCLA requiresthat remedid actions at CERCLA gtes attain legdly
gpplicable or relevant and appropriate federal and State requirements, standards, criteria and limitations
which are collectively referred to as“ARARS’, unless such ARARs are waived under CERCLA,
Section 121(d)(4). The ARARs associated with dternatives 2 and 3 are listed on page 21.

Alternative 2 would be designed to remove any organic contaminants migrating from the stein
the Foridan aguifer. Under this dternative, groundwater monitoring will ensure that contaminants do not
pass through the carbon filters. There are no obvious ARARS associated with Alternative 3.

Long-Term Effectiveness and Per manence

Long-term effectiveness and permanence refers to the expected resdud risk and the ability of a
remedy to maintain reliable protection of human hedth and the environment over time, once cleanup
levels have been met. This criterion includes the congderation of residua risk and the adequacy and
religbility of contral.

Under thisinterim action, long-term effectiveness and permanence are not expected to be
achieved, rather this remedy isintended to, in the near-term, protect the resdents living in the immediate
vicinity of the ste whose only source of drinking weter is the Horidan aquifer. Long-term effectiveness
and permanence with be the subject of a subsequent ROD.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility and Volume

This criterion refers to reduction of contaminant toxicity, mobility, or volume through

-21-



treatment to the anticipated performance capabilities of the treatment technol ogies that may be included
as part of aremedy.

Alternative 2 is expected to be as effective as Alternative 3 in removing any potentia
contaminants that may migrate from the site and be drawn into the potable water wells located in the
vicinity of the site. This dternative would not effect the mobility and volume of the contaminant mass
that exigs a the Site but would reduce the toxicity of the contaminants on the groundwater wells of the
offgte resdences fitted with carbon filters. Addressing the contaminant mass will be the subject of a
subsequent ROD. Alternative 3 would not reduce the toxicity, mobility or volume of the contaminants,
rather it would Smply subgtitute municipa water for the local groundwater the source of water for the
resdents living near the Site.

Short Term Effectiveness

Short-term effectiveness addresses the period of time needed to implement the remedy, as well

as any adverse impacts that may be posed to workers and the community during congtruction and
operation of the remedy.

During the implementation of both Alternatives 2 and 3 ongite workers and people surrounding
the site will be protected from possible impacts caused by the congtruction activities. Since Alternative
2 would not require congtruction, but only the addition of carbon filters to gpproximately seven
groundwater wells, this dternative is protective in the short term. Alternative 3 will require the
ingalation of approximately 2,350 feet of water lines and 940 feet of service lines. Thus, some
disruption of traffic on State Road 455 is anticipated. It is expected that Alternative 2 could be
implemented sooner than Alternative 3.

| mplementability

Implementability addresses the technicd and adminigrative feasbility of aremedy from the

design phase through the construction and operation stages. Factors such as availability of services and
materias, adminigrative feagbility and coordination with other governmenta entities are considered.

Theimplementability of an dternative is based on technicd feasbility, adminidrative feasbility
and the availability of services and materids. Both Alternatives 2 and 3 are with readily available
sarvices and materias. Alternative 2 will require periodic monitoring of the groundwater treated with the
carbon filters to make sue that (1) the carbon continues to remove any contaminants which may be
present and that (2) breakthrough of contaminants has not occurred.

Cost

The estimated present worth cost for the two aternatives range from $169,000 for Alternative
2 t0 $329,000 for Alternative 3. Cost summaries are presented below in Table 10-1.
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Table 10-1: Cost Comparison for Remedia Alternatives
Alterndtive 2 Alterndtive 3
Capitd Cost $ 40,400 $ 265,000
O&M Cost $179,000 $ 100,000
Present Worth Tota Cost $169,000 $ 329,000

State Acceptance

The State of Florida requested this interim action in the course of ng the toxicity of
DCBP. In addition, the State of Florida reviewed and commented on the draft Proposed Plan and
supports the selected remedly.

Community Acceptance

Based on the responses received during the public comment period, the mgority of the
community also supports the selected remedy. The public comments and EPA’ s responses are
contained in the Responsiveness Summary, found in Appendix B.
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11.0 PRINCIPAL THREAT WASTES

The NCP establishes an expectation that EPA will use treatment to address the principal threats
posed by the site wherever practicable. |dentifying principa threat wastes combines concepts of both
hazard and risk. In generd, principa threat wastes are those source materials considered to be highly
toxic or highly mobile which generadly cannot be contained in areliable manner or would present a
ggnificant risk to human hedth or the environment, should exposure occur. Conversely, non-principa
threat wastes are those source materids that generally can be rdliably contained and that would present
alow risk in the event of exposure. The manner in which principal threat wastes are addressed
generdly will determine whether the statutory preference for treatment as a principle dement is satisfied.

Although the 1983 remova action abated some of the principal threats posed by the source
materid in the former wastewater lagoon and burn/burid aress, the subsurface soil remains
unaddressed and pose a continuing source of groundwater contamination at the Tower Chemical Site,
The subsurface soil will be addressed by the find remedy. Thisinterim action, temporarily €iminates the
risk posed by migration of groundwater contaminants to the nearby potable water wells until afina
cleanup action istaken at thisSte.
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12.0 SELECTED REMEDY
121 Summary of the Rationale for the Selected Remedy

Based on consderation of the requirements of CERCA, the NCP, an andyss of dternatives,
and public and State comments, EPA has selected an interim remedy to address the offsite
groundwater at the site. The purpose of this response action is to control risks posed by potentia future
exposure to groundwater contaminated with Ste-related contaminants. These contaminants have been
observed to have migrated into the locd drinking water aguifer, the Floridan aquifer, and have been
detected over the past seven yearsin offsite potable and monitoring wells. Due to the uncertainty
regarding the toxicity of DCBP, which has been detected in potable water wells, the risk-based
drinking water standard for DCBP may be as low as 0.25 ppb or as high as 1,100 ppb, depending on
whether the compound is a carcinogen or not. To ensure the remedy continues to be protective of
human hedth, areview of the remedy will continue to be conducted every five years.

The sdected interim remedy is believed to be the mogt effective remedid drategy, taking into
congderation effectiveness versus cost. A discussion of the cost effectiveness of the remedy is provided
in Section 10.0.

12.2 Description of the Selected Remedy

EPA’s has sdlected Alternative 2, Groundwater Monitoring and Well-Head Protection, as
the interim remedy for the Tower Chemica Site.

The preferred dternative would involve the following activities:

1) Survey:

All the potable well ownersin the immediate vicinity of the Ste would be canvassed in an effort
to determine whether they want their wells to be outfitted with carbon adsorption units. This
would be done because, prior to the May 2000 Proposed Plan public meeting, some of the
residents have indicated that they do not want to have the carbon units ingtaled, believing that
their wels are sufficiently deep to be at aminimd risk of becoming contaminated.

2) Installation of Carbon Units:

Currently there are nine residences exigting in the immediate vicinity of the ste. Approximeately
seven potable water wells service these resdences. Those well owners that consent to have
carbon units ingtdled would have them ingtaled. Since concentrations of contaminants are
relatively low, the carbon units will be instaled on the waterline entering the homes to trest only
that water, snce a subgtantial amount of well water is aso used to irrigate vegetable gardens.
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3) Monitoring

Periodic monitoring will be performed in order to ensure that the carbon units are effectively
removing organic compounds to below State of Florida Drinking Water Standards or
risk-based standards where the former do not exist, and to confirm that Floridan aquifer
groundwater plume has not migrated beyond where it is currently recognized. This monitoring
will involve the sampling of a sdlect number of monitoring wels. In addition, a maximum of
seven water wells outfitted with carbon units will be sample and andyzed for volatile and
semivolatile organic compounds, as well as chlorobenzilate, dicofol and DCBP. Metas and the
target pesticides will not be andlyzed for since metals are not a concern & the site and, with one
exception over the past seven years, pesticides have not been detected in any of the ongite or
offste groundwater monitoring and potable water wells. The frequency of monitoring will start
out a once per year. Depending on the results of the firgt two years of monitoring, the
frequency may be relaxed to every other rear.

12.3 Summary of the Estimated Remedy Cost

A detailed breakdown of costs for the selected remedy is presented below in Table 12-1.
These are engineering cost estimates, that is expected to be within +50 to -30 percent of the actua
projected cost. The estimated construction and O& M costs are $40,396 and $178,750, respectively.
Present worth of the remedy is $168,919, using a discount rate of 7% over aten year period. The
information in this cost estimate summary table is based on the best available information regarding the
anticipated scope of the interim remedid dternative. Changesin the cost estimate are likely to occur as
aresult of new information and data collected during the limited design of the interim remedia
dternative. Mgor changes, if the occur, may be documented in the form of a memorandum in the
Adminigrative Record, an Explanation of Significant Differences or a ROD Amendment.

12.4  Expected Outcome of the Selected Remedy

It is expected that once the potable water wdls in the vicinity of the Ste are equipped with the
carbon units, organic contaminants which have been detected in the offsite monitoring and potable
water wells will be removed to below State of Florida Drinking Water Standards or risk-based
standards where the former do not exist. As a consequence, the principa risk posed by the site to these
off-dte wels will be abated. The interim remedy will remain in place until the Supplemental RI and
basdline risk assessment are concluded. If indicated by the basdine risk assessment, thisinterim remedy
could continue to operate until a permanent remedy for the ondte subsurface soil and groundwater is
designed and constructed.

-26-



Table 12-1: Cost Breakdown of Selected Remedy

Tasks No. Units per Units of Unit Extended Number of Total
Event Measure Price Price/Event Events Estimate

Two Add’'| Mon

Wells (285 X70) 2 Well $6,723 $13,446 1 $13,446

Install Carbon

Filters for Wells 7 Each $3,850 $26,950 1 $26,950

Annual Monitoring (10yrs)

Labor (2 perx 4

days x 10 hrs/day) 80 Hours $75 $6,000 10 $60,000

Sample Supplies

(bottle/coolers) 1 Each $500 $500 10 $5,000

Travel Cost

(lodging/per diem) 0 Each $125 $0 10 $0

Analytical Costs

(12 wellsx 1 each) 10 N/A $350 $3,500 10 $35,000

Total Costs $10,000 $100,000

Carbon

Replacement/ 7 Each $1,125 $7,875 10 $78,750

Monitoring

Total Absolute $219,146

Costs
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13.0 STATUTORY DETERMINATION

13.1 Protection of Human Health and the Environment

The selected remedy will be protective of human heglth and the environment by diminating the
ingestion of any potentia groundwater contaminants migrating from the Ste by the resdents living near
the gte

13.2 Compliancewith ARARs

The sdected remedy will comply with dl Federal and State of Forida requirements that are
Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARS). The ARARS associated with the
selected remedy are:

1) Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) Maximum Concentration Limits (MCLSs) (40CFR 141) and
State of Florida Drinking Water Standards, M onitoring and Reporting (Chapter 62-550). The
SDWA and Florida Law provide groundwater MCL s that have been determined to be
acceptable from the consumption of drinking water.

2) Occupationa Safety and Health Standards (29CFR 1910.120 and 1926). These regulations
et limits on exposure to workers on a hazardous waste Site and set forth minimum heslth and
safety requirements such as persond protection, training and reporting requirements.

13.3 Cost Effectiveness

In EPA’ s judgement, the salected remedy is cost effective and represents a reasonable value
for the money to be spent. In making this determination, the following definition was used: “ A remedy
shall be cost effectiveif its costs are proportional to its overall effectiveness.” (40 CFR
300.430(H)(1)(i1)(D). This was accomplished by evauating the “overdl effectiveness’ of those
dternatives that satisfied the threshold criteria (i.e., were both protective of human hedlth and the
environment and ARAR-compliant). Overdl effectiveness was evaluated by assessng three of the five
baancing criteria collectively (long-term effectiveness and permanence, reduction in toxicity, mobility
and volume through trestment and short-term effectiveness). Overall effectiveness was then compared
to costs to determine cost effectiveness. The rdaionship of the overal effectiveness of thisremedia
dternative was determined to be proportiona to its cost and hence represent a reasonable value for the

money spent.
The estimated present worth cost of the selected remedy is $ 169,000. Alternative 3 ismore

expengve and would achieve the same leve of protection. EPA believestha Alternative 2 will provide
an overd| protection of human health comparable to Alternative 3, but at alower cogt.
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13.4 Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alter native Treatment Technologies
to the Maximum Extent Practicable

Thisinterim action is not designed or expected to be the fina action at the Site. The selected

remedy represents the best balance of trade-offs among aternatives with respect to pertinent criteria,
given the limited scope of the action. The preference for treatment will be addressed in the find
operable unit(s) for the site.
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14.0 DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGE

There are no Sgnificant changes in the ROD from the Proposed Plan.
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APPENDIX A

Offgte Groundwater Data
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Table 1

Contaminants Detected in Off-Site Groundwater Wells
Tower Chemical Site
Clermont, Lake County, FL

October 1993
MWS-08 MWS-10 MWS-11

surficial surficial surficial
Purgeable Organics
1,1-dichloroethane ND ND ND
1,1-dichloroethene ND ND ND
xylene ND ND 0.99J
chlorobenzene ND ND 1.6
Extractable Organics
phosphoric acid, triethyl ester ND ND 10JN
imidazolidinethione ND ND 100JN
bromacil ND ND 10JN
1 unidentified compound ND 20J 40JN
Pesticides
dicofol ND ND ND
4,4'-dichlorobenzophenone ND ND ND

Units are in parts per billion
ND - not detected

Monitoring Wells

DS-07
surficial

ND
ND
ND

ND

ND
ND
ND
ND

ND
ND

TwW-01
surficial

ND
ND
ND

ND

ND
ND
ND
ND

ND
ND

TW-02
surficial

ND
ND
ND

ND

ND
ND
ND
ND

ND
ND

TW-03
surficial

ND
ND
ND

ND

ND
ND
ND
ND

ND
ND

A-2

TW-04
surficial

ND
ND
ND

ND

ND
ND
ND
ND

ND
ND

F-03
Floridan

ND
ND
ND

ND

ND
ND
ND
ND

ND
ND

A.Bridges
Floridan

ND
ND
ND

ND

ND
ND
ND
ND

ND
ND

A.Hubbard
Floridan

ND
ND
ND

ND

ND
ND
ND
ND

ND
ND

Potable Water Wells

Howard
Floridan

ND
ND
ND

ND

ND
ND
ND
ND

ND
ND

Vetter's#1
surficial

1.2AJ
0.94AJ
ND

ND

ND
ND
ND
ND

ND
ND

Vetter's
Floridan

ND
ND
ND

ND

ND
ND
ND
ND

ND
ND

Harrison
Floridan

ND
ND
ND

ND

ND
ND
ND
ND

ND
ND

R.Bridges
Floridan

ND
ND
ND

ND

ND
ND
ND
ND

ND
ND



Table 2

Contaminants Detected in Off-Site Groundwater Wells

Tower Chemical Site
Clermont, Lake County, FL

October 1994

Purgeable Organics

ethyl benzene
total xylene

Extractable Organics
diphosphoric acid, tetraethyl ester
imidazolidinethione

bromacil

1 unidentified compound

Pesticides

dicofol
cyanide

(1) May have been 4,4'-dichlorobenzophenone

Units are parts per billion
ND - not detected

MWS-08
surficial

ND
ND

ND
ND
ND
ND

ND
ND

MWS-10
surficial

ND
ND

ND
ND
ND
ND

ND
ND

MWS-11

surficial

ND
ND

30JN
100JN

20JN

40JN

ND
ND

A-3

Monitoring Wells

DS-07
surficial

0.7J
3.17

ND
ND
ND
ND

423 (1)
ND

F-02
Floridan

ND
ND

ND
ND
ND
ND

1.3J
ND

F-03
Floridan

ND
1.1

ND
ND
ND
ND

ND
ND

MWEF-10
Floridan

ND
ND

ND
ND
ND
ND

ND
ND



Table 3

Contaminants Detected in Off-Site Groundwater Wells

Tower Chemical Site
Clermont, Lake County, FL

March 1995

Purgeable Organics

total xylene
ethyl ether

Extractable Organics

dichlorobenzophenone

triethyl phosphate
chloro(methylsulfonyl)benzene
imidazolidinethione

chloroflurenol

methylene bis(chlorobenzene)
(chlorophenyl) (chlorophenyl) methanone
1 unidentified compound

Pesticides

dicofol

Units are parts per billion

(1) May have been 4,4'-dichlorobenzophenone

ND - not detected

MWS-08
surficial

ND

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

ND

MWS-10
surficial

6J
ND

2IN
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

1.43(1)

MWS-11
surficial

ND
6JN

6JN
2JN
3JIN
30JN
3IN
ND
ND
ND

ND

A-4

Monitoring Wells

DS-07
surficial

2]
ND

ND
ND
ND

ND
ND
ND
ND

ND

F-02
Floridan

ND
ND

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

ND

F-03
Floridan

9J
ND

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

ND

MWEF-10
Floridan

ND
ND

2IN
ND
ND
ND
ND
3JN
ND
ND

ND

Potable Water Well

Hubbard
Floridan

ND
ND

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
3JN
100JN

ND



Table 4

Contaminants Detected in Off-Site Groundwater Wells
Tower Chemical Site

Clermont, Lake County, FL

March 1997

A.Hubbard
Purgeable Organics ND
Extractable Organics ND
Pesticides ND
dicofol ND
4,4'-dichlorobenzophenone ND

Units are in parts per billion
ND - not detected

Potable Water Wells

A.Bridges
ND
ND
ND

ND
ND

R.Bridges
ND
ND
ND

ND
ND

A-5

‘Howard

ND

ND

ND

ND
ND



Table 5

Contaminants Detected in Off-Site Groundwater Wells

Tower Chemical Site
Clermont, Lake County, FL

March 1998

Purgeable Organics

Extractable Organics

bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalates

Pesticides

dicofol
4,4'-dichlorobenzophenone

Units are in parts per billion
ND - not detected

MWS-10
surficial

ND

ND

ND
0.36

Monitoring Wells

MWS-10D MWEFE-10 F-02
surficial surficial Floridan
ND ND ND
ND ND ND
ND ND ND
0.3 ND 0.87

A-6

Potable Water Well

R.Bridges Rikhiram A.Bridges

Floridan Floridan Floridan
ND ND ND
ND ND 13
ND ND ND
ND 0.037* ND



Table 6

Contaminants Detected in Off-Site Groundwater Wells

Tower Chemical Site
Clermont, Lake County, FL

July 1999

Purgeable Organics
Extractable Organics
Pesticides

lindane

dicofol

4,4'-dichlorobenzophenone
chlorobenzilate

Units are in parts per billion
ND - not detected

A.Hubbard
Floridan

ND

ND

ND

ND

ND

ND
ND

Vetter’'s
Floridan

ND

ND

ND

ND

ND

ND
ND

Potable Water Wells

E.Flogle
Floridan

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

ND
ND

A-7

Rikhiram
Floridan

ND

ND

ND

0.01J

ND

ND
ND

R.Bridges
Floridan

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

ND
ND

A.Bridges
Floridan

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

ND
ND



APPENDIX B

Responsiveness Summary



APPENDIX B
Responsiveness Summary
Interim Action Record of Decision
Tower Chemical Site

The public comment period on the Proposed Plan for the Tower Chemica Site lasted from

May 16, 2000 through June 15, 2000. The comments received during this time are summarized below.
This respongveness summary addresses the comments recelved during the public comment period.

1.

One nearby resident mentioned that she preferred to have a carbon unit installed on her Florida
well, rather than having her household tied in to the City of Clermont’s municipa water system.

EPA Response: EPA agreesthat carbon units would provide the same leve of protection that
would be afforded by the extenson of the water line and congtruction of branch lines from dtate
route 45 to the individua residences.

A second nearby resident mentioned at the May 23 public mesting her preference for the
indalation of a carbon unit, rather than extension of the municipa water.

EPA Response: Please see theimmediately preceding response.

A third nearby resident objected to the ingtalation of a carbon unit, snce she would only fed
safe with City water. She requested that the Town of Clermont’ s water line be extended, aong
State Route 455 for the resdents living near the Site. In addition, she requested that al expenses
involved with the providing of municipa potable water be paid for by EPA and that the only
expense that the residents pay for isamonthly water bill.

EPA Response: Carbon units would effectively remove the low-level organic contaminants
being detected in the offsite monitoring and potable water wells. In addition, EPA would
continue to monitor the resdentid wells to make sure that organic contaminants are removed by
the carbon filters. Since only two of the residences living in the immediate vicinity of the Site,
both of whom draw from the same Floridan well, have requested for the extension of the
municipa water line and congtruction of a distribution system, the carbon units make more
economic sense than the water than the weater line extenson dternative. The carbon filters alow
for flexibility in protecting those resdents living near the Ste who desire the filters and
monitoring only for the residents that do not wish either Alternative 2 or 3.

A fourth nearby resident, living two thirds of a mile from the Ste, mentioned that they werein
favor of groundwater monitoring and water line extension.
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EPA Response: Please seeimmediately preceding response.

Thefifth and final commentor indicated that they would prefer to have City water, rather than
the carbon filters.

EPA Response: The comment was made by aresdent living two thirds of amile from the Ste.
Given the existing groundwater data, this residence would not be eigible for carbon unit or to
be tied into the municipa water line.
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